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The incarceration rate in the United States has been 
increasing consistently since 1945. In 1945 the total 
prison inmate population was 133,649.1 During a fifty year 
span the prison inmate populations increased at the rate of 
93 to 350 percent each year, with the largest increases in 
the last 5 years.2 The total prison inmate population in 
1993 was reported at 910,080.3 
In looking at the incarceration rate across the 
racial lines, African Americans are over represented as a 
group. In 1984, African Americans made up 46 percent of all 
prison inmates, and only 12 percent of the total U.S. 
population.4 The rate of incarceration of African 
Americans are even greater in the South, which according to 
the U.S. Justice Department, includes Alabama, Arkansas, 
Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, 
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West 
3U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Crime in the United States 1994: Uniform 
Crime Reports (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1995), 540. 
2Ibid. 
3Ibid. 
4U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, Report to the Nation on Crime and Justice. 
2nd ed. (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1988), 47. 
1 
2 
Virginia. In the South, African Americans make up 54 
percent of the total prison populations.5 
A view of other demographics of all prison inmates 
indicate that the median age is 29; more than half had never 
been married; 24 percent are divorced or separated; 48 
percent grew up in single parent families; most have 
dependent children; and the economic status of most inmates 
was at the poverty line before their arrest, with 22 percent 
dependents on welfare, social security, or unemployment 
benefits.6 
The incarceration rates of females has exceeded that 
of males since 1981.7 From 1980 to 1989, the female 
population increased by 202 percent, while the male 
population increased by only 112 percent.® In 1980, the 
total female inmate population was 12,331, in 1990 the 
amount was reported at 40,564, and in 1993 50,853.® While 
females account for 51 percent of the total United States 
5U.S. Department of Justice, Crime in the U.S. 1994. 
546. 
6U.S. Department of Justice, Report to the Nation, 49; 
Alfreda P. Inglehart and Martha P. Stein, "The Female 
Offender: A Forgotten Client?," Social Casework: The Journal 
of Contemporary Social Work 66 (March 1995): 152. 
7Mark I. Singer, Janet Bussey, Li-Yu Song, and Lisa 
Lunghofer, "The Psychosocial Issues of Women Serving Time in 
Jail," Social Work 40 (July 1995): 103. 
®Ibid., 10. 
®U.S. Department of Justice, Crime in the U.S. 1994. 
540. 
3 
population in 1980, they accounted for 4.5 percent of the 
total federal and state prisoners.10 Although females make 
up a small population of prison inmates, their rate of 
increase is alarming. 
As a population, women prisoners are less violent and 
pose a lesser threat to institutions than male inmates. The 
majority of incarcerated women are arrested for property 
crimes, such as larceny forgery, fraud, embezzlement and for 
drug offenses.11 In 1983, females accounted for only 11 
percent of all arrests for violent offenses.12 When we 
look at the breakdown of violent verse non-violent female 
prisoners, we will see that the majority of female inmates 
are incarcerated on non-violent charges. 
In exploring female prison populations on a state 
level, it is revealed that in 1993, the female prison 
population in the state of Georgia was 1,740, and only 204 
of those inmates were classified as maximum security.13 
When a woman is incarcerated she often leaves behind 
dependent children. In 1979, 74 percent of women prisoners 
in state and federal institutions had dependent children as 
10U.S. Department of Justice, Report to the Nation. 41. 
13Ibid. 
12Ibid. 
13U.S. Department of Justice, Crime in the U.S. 1994. 
551. 
4 
compared to 54 percent of the male inmates.14 The U.S. 
Department of Justice reported that in 1993, in the state of 
Georgia there were 20 pregnant inmates, and another 51 
inmates had given birth in the last 12 months.15 The 
prison systems as a whole have failed to accommodate these 
women with facilities equipped to handle the needs of these 
mothers to care and bond with their children. 
Statement of the Problem 
When the incarceration rate for women increase so 
does the rate of inmate mothers, for all too often these 
women are also mothers. Motherhood is an experience that 
some women may take for granted. When mothers go to prison 
and are separated from their children, the importance of 
their role as a mother is often painfully remembered. On 
top of their loss of freedom, inmates who are mothers, are 
forced to deal with parenting from prison. Staying in 
contact with their children becomes a challenge and even 
battle for many mothers. Their only means of contact with 
their children is through their reliance on someone else. 
They are presented with barriers to communication as a 
result of their incarceration status. 
While some levels of depression are thought to be 
normal in inmates, there are some related factors that might 
14U.S. Department of Justice, Report to the Nation. 48. 
15Ibid., 49. 
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contribute to the severity of the depression. The presence 
of depression in these inmate-mothers is often multifaceted. 
Among the various factors are those associated with the 
relationship they have with their children while 
incarcerated. 
The research problem was the amount of contacts 
inmate-mothers have with their children and the presence of 
depression experienced by these inmates. Incarcerated 
mothers are forced to deal with the separation from their 
children as a consequence of their past behavior. The 
inmate-mothers might seek to establish or reestablish a 
relationship with their children. Inmate-mothers inability 
to maintain a sense of motherhood might bring them to a 
state of hopelessness and helplessness which may trigger 
constant states of depression. 
Significance of the Study 
This study attempted to identify the present state of 
the situation regarding inmate-mothers contact with their 
children and their levels of depression. It sought to 
identify the factors which might be essential for lessening 
the strains between mothers and their children. The 
situation that inmates are confined, limits their ability to 
maintain contact with their children. While some inmates 
might have supportive families, others do not. These 
inmates are left to deal with their incarceration without 
family support. 
6 
This study was designed to identify the barriers that 
prevent the inmates from utilizing the avenues, within the 
prison, available for their communication with the outside 
world. Some institutions, as one in Georgia, allow 
visitation, phone privileges and access to postal services, 
to inmates, to assist them in staying in contact with their 
families. The inmates ability to utilize these services 
will assist them in enhancing their relationship with their 
children. The inability of the inmates to utilize these 
services may cause them to be depressed. This study sought 
to provide an understanding, of the importance of the role 
of mothering to inmate-mothers. 
In exploring the psychological state of the inmates, 
it sought to provide a reflection of their ability to 
function in the institution. This will be significant to 
the counseling staff at prisons, in that it will assist them 
in understanding the scope of the problems brought about by 
the separation of mother and child, as a result of 
incarceration. 
Obtaining information regarding the amount of contact 
inmates are having with their children, and whether or not 
they plan to reside with their children after their release 
would be important in planning with inmates. The type of 
relationship inmates have with their children might be a 
significant factor in the inmates adjustment to prison, and 
their levels of depression. The ability of the institution 
7 
to identify significant factors, which may interfere with 
the rehabilitation of the inmates, the more effective they 
can be in their intervention with this population. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to identify the 
frequency of contacts inmate-mothers have with their 
children. If there were infrequent contacts, it was to 
explore reasons for this. The researcher sought to 
determine if there was a relationship between the frequency 
of contacts and levels of depression. 
The researcher also aimed to identify if there was a 
need for outside assistance and stronger family support 
systems for the inmates. The scope of the problem and its 
possible implications for the rehabilitation of inmate- 
mothers were examined. This information will provide a 
basis for the intervention and services necessary to lessen 
the strains between mothers and children, brought about by 
the incarceration of mothers. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
In exploring the concept of inmate-mothers and their 
contacts with their children, the initial emphasis in this 
chapter is on mothering. In review of related concerns in 
these relationships, the primary focus is on the theory of 
mothering and research that relates to the custody situation 
of their children, their means of contact with their 
children, and the psychological state of the inmate-mothers 
regarding contact with their children. 
Theory on Mothering 
Motherhood is a period in life that has received 
considerable attention. After the birth of a child a mother 
is faced with the challenge of nurturing and rearing. The 
experience of motherhood is often met with many sacrifices 
and challenges. The bond that exists because of these 
interactions can be emotionally trying for the mothers and 
the children. Being able to stay close to their children 
while incarcerated gives the inmate-mothers a sense of 
connectedness with their children. In their book, The 
Motherhood Report. Louis Geenevie and Eva Margolies stated 
that "Closeness emerged as the most important element of the 
mother-child bond an amorphous but powerful feeling that 
8 
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could either make or break the relationship."1 Inmate 
mothers are in a situation that has by circumstance created 
a strain on their relationship with their children. Their 
ability to maintain frequent contact with their children 
will help to maintain any sense of closeness they had with 
their children. These authors go on to state that 
Closeness is a feeling of reciprocity, a 
feeling of give and take, a flow and openness 
of love and communication. It is the ultimate 
validation for a mother and an essential 
ingredient in a positive mother-child 
connection. When one party does not 
reciprocate the bond cannot form and a sense 
of distance, and often a feeling of rejection, 
prevails.2 
When a mother goes to prison her lack of control over her 
existence and role as a mother can often lead to a state of 
depression. These mothers are removed from their children's 
lives and are forced to live within the boundaries set by 
the prison institutions. The more the inmate-mothers are 
allowed to engage in a maternal role, by staying in contact 
with her children, the more the bond between them and their 
children will be maintained. 
Inmate-mothers are challenged with the difficult task 
of parenting from prison. The positive role of the family 
in preventing recidivism has been demonstrated in the 
literature. 
1Louis Geenevie, Ph.D., and Eva Margolies, The 
Motherhood Report: How Women Feel about Being Mothers (New 
York: MacMillian Publishing, 1987), 242. 
2Ibid., 253. 
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Continuity of family relationships experienced 
within the institution may be particularly 
significant in regard to parent-child 
relationships. Incarcerated parents express 
great concern over the potential loss of 
family relationships, particularly with their 
children.3 
The loss of their role as mother is often listed as the most 
traumatic factor in the adjustment of women offenders 
to institutionalization.4 
Related Research 
The literature suggest that the most significant 
problems confronting incarcerated women in this country is 
the loss of their loved ones, particularly their children.5 
The American Correctional Association's 1987 National 
Survey of Women Offenders found that 62 percent are single 
parents of one to three minor children, and 60 percent have 
been welfare recipients.6 McGowan and Blumenthal (1976) 
found in their study of female inmates, that 67.1 percent 
3Beverly Fletcher, Lynda D. Shaver, and Dreama G. Moon, 
Women Prisoners: A Forgotten Population (Connecticut: 
Praeger Publishers, 1993), 31. 
4Ibid. , 32. 
5David Ward and Gene Kassenbaum, Women's Prison 
(Chicago: Aldine, 1965) and Kathryn Burkhart, Women in 
Prison (New Jersey: Doubleday, 1973), cited in Phyllis Jo 
Baunach, Mothers in Prison (New Jersey: Transaction, Inc., 
1985), 1. 
6Mark Singer, Janet Bussey, Li-Yu Sung, and Lisa 
Lunghafer, "The Psychosocial Issues of Women Serving Time in 
Jail," Social Work 40 (July 1995): 104, citing American 
Correctional Association, The Female Offender (Washington, 
D.C.: St. Mary's Press, 1990). 
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were mothers who averaged 2.4 dependent children. Sixty-two 
percent of the children were younger than 10 years and 75 
percent resided with their mother prior to her arrest.7 
Baunach found that 66.9 percent of the imprisoned women in 
Kentucky and Washington State were mothers.8 Bonfanti et 
al. found that 68 percent of the women in the Louisiana 
Correctional Institution for Women were mothers.9 Other 
studies have found that in 1973, "Palmer reported an 
estimate of 80 percent, as did Burkhart; but Singer reported 
an estimated 70 percent. And in 1974 Bedford estimated that 
42 percent of incarcerated women had children."10 
Custody Situation of Children 
As a result of imprisonment, mothers must make 
satisfactory child care arrangements, for their dependent 
’Suzanne B. Sobel, "Difficulties Experienced by Women 
in Prison," Psychology of Women Quarterly 7, no. 2 (Winter 
1982): 113, citing B. G. McGowan and K. L. Blumenthal, 
"Children of Women Prisoners: A Forgotten Minority," in The 
Female Offender, ed. L. Crites (Massachusetts: D.C. Heath 
and Co., 1976). 
8Marcia Bonfanti et al., "Enactment and Perception of 
Maternal Role of Incarcerated Mothers," (Masters Thesis, 
Louisiana State University, 1974), cited in Phyllis Baunach, 
Mothers in Prison (New Jersey: Transaction, Inc., 1985), 1. 
9Ibid. 
10Lynn Sametz, "Children of Incarcerated Women," Social 
Work 25, no. 4 (July 1980): 298, citing Richard Palmer, "The 
Prison Mother and Her Child," Capital University Law Review 
1 (1972): 127=128; Katheryn Burkhart, Women in Prison (New 
York: Popular Library, 1972); Linda Singer, "Women in the 
Correctional Process," American Criminal Law Review 11 
(Winter 1973): 295-308; and Alan Bedford, "Women and 
Parole," British Journal of Criminology 14 (1974): 106-114. 
12 
children. Some of these mothers, may either leave the 
children with relatives or surrender their children for 
adoption. 
Other children, however, may be taken into 
state custody, either because no relative is 
available to provide child care or because 
child welfare personnel conclude that the 
interests of the child require care by the 
state.11 
When a child has been placed in the custody of the state, 
child welfare personnel retain the right to decide when the 
mother is fit to regain custody of the child after the 
parent's release.12 
"An estimated 53 percent of children of incarcerated 
mothers stay with their grandparents during their mothers 
absence."13 Many of these grandparents lack the economic 
resources to care for their grandchildren. The lack of 
resources may cause additional strain and stress for these 
grandparents. The stress and strain associated with having 
to care for one's grandchildren due to incarceration may 
lead to disengagement in the family structure and lack of 
family support for inmate-mothers. 
xlIbid., 298. 
12Ibid. 
13Paula L. Dressel, Ph.D. and Sandra K. Barnhill, J.D., 
"Reframing Gerontological Thought and Practice: The Case of 
Grandmothers with Daughters in Prison," The Gerontologist 
34, no. 5 (October 1994): 686. 
13 
The role of mother is reported to be a very important 
aspect of the lives of incarcerated women.14 "Lundberg 
et al. found that the maternal role seemed to be a 
significant axis of self-esteem and interpersonal feedback 
and definition."15 The authors go on to state "that inmate 
mothers perceive their role as mothers as primary to their 
sense of identity and view their imprisonment as a 
deprivation to their children."16 When a mother goes to 
prison, not only is she a criminal, but people often think 
that she must not have loved her children. Otherwise she 
would not have gotten locked up.17 
Incarcerated mothers are forced to leave their 
children in the care of someone else. Some are able to find 
suitable placements with relatives or friends, while some 
are forced to place their children in the State foster-care 
program. About 50 percent of inmate-mothers are forced to 
place their children through the state foster-care 
14Dorothy Lundberg, Ann Sheckley, and Therese Voelkar, 
"An Exploration of the Feelings and Attitudes of Women 
Separated from their Children Due to Incarceration," 
(Masters Thesis, Portland State University, 1975), 36, cited 
in Phyllis Baunach, Mothers in Prison (New Jersey: 
Transaction, Inc., 1985), 7. 
15Ibid. 
16Ibid. , 3. 
17Jill Nelson, "Doing Time: Our Women in Prison," 
Essence. May 1994, 86. 
14 
program.18 "Once children are placed intolerable burdens 
are placed on these women to get their children back."19 
Regardless of who is caring for the child, there is no 
guarantee that the mother will not lose touch with her kids. 
According to Anderson, "Jailed mothers say separation from 
their children is the harshest punishment."20 
When children are in foster care, caseworkers are 
expected to make concerted efforts to sustain family ties 
and encourage family reunification. This approach is 
affirmed by the reguirements of Public Law 96-272, the 
Adoption Assistance Act which calls for "caseworkers to make 
diligent efforts to either achieve family reunification or 
provide children with alternatives that promise 
permanence."21 Inmates who have children in foster care 
are often unaware of their roles in permanency planning. 
Those who do know their roles often feel they cannot do 
anything to follow the plan while incarcerated. Many 
inmate-mothers equate having their children in the custody 
of the state to termination of their parental rights. 
18Jane Anderson, "Mothers in Prison: Maintaining Family 
Bonds," Christian Science Monitor. 16 June 1983, at 5, col. 
1. 
19Ibid. 
2°George Church, "The View From Behind Bars," Time 136 
(Fall 1990): 21. 
21Adela Berkerman, "Mothers in Prison: Meeting the 
Prerequisite Conditions for Permanency Planning," Social 
Work 39, no. 1 (January 1994): 9. 
15 
In a brief review of recent court cases, the National 
Legal Resource Center for Child Advocacy and Protection 
pointed out that 
most courts have ruled that incarceration in 
and of itself is not sufficient grounds for 
termination of parental rights without a law 
that allows such termination upon 
conviction.22 
The Kentucky Court of appeals decided that an inmate parent 
has an "affirmative duty" to retain some ties with his/her 
child in order to stave off termination of parental rights 
during incarceration.23 
Palmer reviewed Pennsylvania's statutory 
standard of determining an incarcerated 
woman's right to her children. He found that 
the courts decision to place a child in a 
foster home while the mother is in prison is 
based on the conclusion that the best 
interests of the child reguire care by the 
state. The child's placement is temporary, 
however, unless there is 'clear and convincing 
evidence' of the mother's unfitness. The 
Pennsylvania court's ruling on the fitness of 
the mother is based on her past behavior. 
Palmer indicates that this court may declare a 
mother unfit if she has been imprisoned for 
adultery, drunkenness, child abuse, or 
non-support of her children. If such 
misconduct has occurred the court may legally 
terminate parental rights.24 
22National Legal Resource Center for Child Advocacy and 
Protection, "The Court's View: The Incarcerated Parent," 
National Legal Resource Center for Child Advocacy and 
Protection Newsletter 3, no. 1 (1982): 18, cited in Phyllis 
Baunach, Mothers in Prison (New Jersey: Transaction, Inc., 
1985), 3. 
23Ibid. , 3. 
24Lynn Sametz, "Children of Incarcerated Women," 299, 
citing Richard Palmer, "The Prison Mother and Her Child," 
Capital University Law Review 1 (1972): 127-128. 
16 
Many inmates are unaware of their parental rights. "These 
women do not know that they have the right to go to family 
court for a hearing on parental fitness to regain 
custody."25 Society has traditionally viewed the mother as 
having the responsibility of fostering the child's 
development. If the incarcerated mother has formed a strong 
attachment to her children, the separation of parent and 
child is likely to cause distress to the mother.26 When a 
mother enters the correctional system pregnant, she is 
generally not allowed to keep the infant with her upon its 
delivery. These mothers are forced to either arrange for 
the child to be released to a caregiver or the child will be 
placed into foster care. The inmate-mothers must deal with 
this separation from their newborn and many may not see the 
child until their release from prison. "Since 1904, the 
maximum security Bedford Hills state prison in Bedford, 
N.Y., has had the only live-in nursery for children of 
women inmates. "27 
Incarceration does not automatically strip inmates of 
their parental rights and authority, for it leaves them with 
the right to "reasonable visitation, the right to consent to 
the child's receiving money from working, which can be taken 
25Ibid. 
26Ibid. 
27Linda L. Crighton, "Nursery Rhymes and Hard Time," 
U.S. News & World Report. 8 August 1988, 22. 
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away at any time, and the right to consent to the child's 
marriage. O.C.G.A. 19-7-1 (b)."28 While inmates are able 
to maintain these rights initially upon incarceration, they 
may be taken away if the inmates fail to maintain contact 
with their children. The relationship that an inmate is 
able to maintain with their children while incarcerated 
plays an important role in deciding custody.29 
Contact with Children 
Although the vast majority of these children receive 
adequate care, the separation of parent and child poses 
problems for the incarcerated mother.30 One of the 
problems centers around the circumstances of visitation that 
limit normal interaction between mother and child. Studies 
have reported that the inmate-mothers report that their 
contacts with their children were not frequent enough, 
citing geographic distance and restrictive visiting and 
phone policies as major obstacles.31 McGowan and Blumenthal 
reported that most of the incarcerated women reportedly 
attempt to maintain contact with their children through the 
means available, which in most instances consist of 
28Aid to Imprisoned Mothers, Inc. (AIM), Parenting From 
Prison: A Handbook for Incarcerated Mothers (Atlanta, GA: By 
the author, n.d.), 4. 
29Ibid. 
3°Lynn Sametz, "Children of Incarcerated Women," 298. 
31Suzanne B. Sobel, "Difficulties," 113, citing McGowan 
and Blumenthal, "Children of Women Prisoners." 
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telephone calls or correspondence with children or 
caretakers or visits in the prison.32 
In a study conducted at the Women's Unit, Georgia's 
state prison for women in 1984, researchers found that 
one-third of the women saw their children as 
much as one hour a month. Fifty-three percent 
had no telephone contact with their children 
and 42 percent had one phone contact a month, 
which was limited to five minutes.33 
Although responsible adults and caretakers generally 
recognize the importance of regular contact between inmate- 
mother and child, some of the caretakers reportedly 
expressed anger, hostility, or disapproval of the mother's 
criminal behavior, according to Zalba.34 Research has 
indicated that there appears to be a demoralization 
connected with imprisonment and that imprisonment is "a kind 
of departure often wrenching in its suddenness, and 
stigmatizing for those who are left, a stigma that is often 
32Brenda McGowan and Karen Blumenthal, Why Punish the 
Children?: A Study of Children of Women Prisoners (New 
Jersey: National Council of Crime and Delinquency, 1978), 
cited in Phyllis Baunach, Mothers in Prison. 6. 
33James Gaudin, Jr., "Social Work roles and Tasks with 
Incarcerated Mothers," Social ..Casework: J!he_Journal of 
Contemporary Social Work 65, no. 5 (May 1984): 279. 
34Serpio Zalba, Women Prisoners and Their Families 
(Sacramento: State of California Department of Social 
Welfare and Department of Corrections, 1964), cited in 
Phyllis Baunach, Mothers in Prison (New Jersey: Transaction 
Inc., 1985), 6. 
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difficult for families to do away with, especially when 
children are involved."35 
Allowing a prisoned parent to maintain contact with 
their children is not only important for a child 
emotionally, but can act as a powerful motivation for the 
rehabilitation of the incarcerated parent. Parental absence 
has been found to have long-term effects on children's 
psychosocial development.36 Although incarcerated women 
have a lot of legal problems the most anxiety-producing ones 
are those that involve their children."37 Baunach states 
in her book Mothers in Prison. that 
incarceration carries with it the stigma that 
one's own behavior, whether conscious or not, 
has created the reason for the separation. In 
this respect a sense of guilt and bitterness 
overshadows the pains of imprisonment for 
inmate-mothers.38 
35Travis A. Fritsch and John D. Burkhead, "Behavioral 
Reactions of Children to Parental Absence Due to 
Imprisonment," Family Relations 30 (January 1981): 83, 
citing J. Blackwell, "The Effects of Involuntary Separation 
on Selected Families of Men Committed to Prison from Spokane 
County, Washington" (Ph.D. diss., State College of 
Washington, 1959), 22; William H. Sack, M.D., Jack Seilder, 
Ph.D., and Susan Thomas, M.S.W., "Children of Imprisoned 
Parents: A Psychosocial Exploration," American Journal of 
Orthopsychiatry 46, no. 4 (October 1976): 619. 
36Ariela Lowenstein, "Temporary Single Parenthood—The 
Case of Prisoners' Families," Family Relations 35 (January 
1986): 79. 
37Jane Anderson, "Mothers in Prison." 
38Phyllis Jo Baunach, Mothers in Prison (New Jersey: 
Transaction Inc., 1985), 2. 
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Imprisonment engenders the feeling of loss and 
failure. Not only has these inmates been ostracized by 
society for their criminal behavior, they have also 
demonstrated a seeming failure as a mother. Whatever else 
prison does to or for a woman it enables her to reflect for 
hours on end about herself and the consequences of her 
behavior on both herself and her children.39 
Zalba (1964: 23) suggested that the role of 
mother may be crucial to the inmate-mothers 
and that separation form her children and the 
major changes in their role more directly 
strike at her personal identity and her self- 
image as a woman. '40 
When inmates have doubts about the quality of care being 
provided to their children, feelings of loss of control, and 
fears of losing the love and esteem of their children to 
substitute caretakers create high levels of anxiety, self¬ 
doubt, and loss of self-esteem.41 
Psychological State of Inmate-Mothers 
The psychological state of inmate-mothers has been 
reviewed in very little detail in the literature. The 
research does state that 
the sudden and extended separation of 
incarcerated mothers from their very young 
39Ibid. , 1. 
4°Serpio Zalba, Women Prisoners and Their Families. 23, 
cited in Phyllis Baunach, Mothers in Prison (New Jersey: 
Transition Inc., 1985), 7. 
41 James M. Gaudin, Jr., 
280. 
"Social Work roles and Tasks," 
21 
children has predictable serious negative 
psychological and developmental effects upon 
the mothers and their children.42 
It goes on to suggest that 
doubts about the quality of care being 
provided their children, feelings of loss of 
control, and fears of losing the love and 
esteem of their children to substitute 
caretakers create high levels of anxiety, 
self-doubt, and loss of self-esteem.43 
In a study, conducted by Singer, Bussey, Song, and 
Lunghofer, on a group of 207 women jail inmates, 59.2 
percent where found to be depressed.44 The separation of a 
mother from her child must be a devastating experience for 
both the mother and child. 
Imprisonment of pregnant inmates creates added 
stresses, since most prisons do not allow infants to remain 
with their mothers after birth. "These women sometimes 
endure psychological stress over whether to have an 
abortion, what should be done with the child after birth, 
and how to cope with the separation from their child."45 
The act of separating a mother from her child at birth 
critically interrupts the essential bonding process that 
42Ibid. 
43Ibid. 
44Mark I. Singer, Janet Bussey, Li-Yu Song, and Lisa 
Lunghofer, "The Psychosocial Issues," 104. 
45James Wooldredge and Kimberly Masters, "Confronting 
Problems Faced by Pregnant Inmates in State Prison," Crime & 
Delinquency 39 (April 1993): 196. 
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occurs at the beginning of a child's life.46 Greenspan and 
Greenspan report that such a separation may cause 
"psychological stress stemming from 'separation 
anxiety'. "47 
The psychological state of inmate-mothers is an 
important factor in establishing a rehabilitation plan for 
them. The relationship between mother and child during 
incarceration may have an effect on the psychological state 
of the inmates. This research examined the relationship 
between the frequency of contacts between inmate-mothers and 
their children and their levels of depression. The 
researcher also examined the relationship between frequency 
of contacts and adjustment to the institution. 
Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical framework that has guided this study 
is that of systems theory and role theory. In general 
systems theory the world is understood in terms of 
relatedness. "A particular entity is examined in relation 
to its essential characteristics."48 A primary assumption 
of systems theory is that the whole is not simply the sum of 
46Jacqueline M. Atkins and Kenneth R. Greenhall, eds., 
Encyclopedia of Social Work (Maryland: National Association 
of Social Workers, 1987), s.v. "Female Offenders," Kathleen 
C. Engel and Katherine Gabel. 
47Ibid. 
“Katherine M. Wood, Ph.D. and Ludwig L. Geismar, 
Ph.D., Families at Risk: Treating the Multiproblem Family 
(New York, N.Y.: Human Sciences Press, 1989), 83. 
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its parts, because simple addition leaves out the crucial 
component of interaction.49 
In relation to role theory every position in a group 
structure has an assigned role, which consists of expected 
and prohibited behavior for the occupant of that 
position.so The additional roles that inmate-mothers take 
on are assigned to them as a result of their criminal 
behaviors. 
Inmates are apart of several systems in which they 
have various roles. The institutional system is the system 
that guides their behavior. Within this system they take on 
the role of the inmate and are expected to conform to the 
rules that now govern them. In a structural approach to 
family therapy, the role of the mother is categorized as 
being apart of a subsystem, the parental subsystem.51 
Within this subsystem the inmates who are mothers, are 
expected to continue performing their defined roles in that 
system to some extent. Inmates must learn to adapt within 
the institutional system and to modify their roles in other 
systems as well as the parental subsystem. 
The primary characteristic of any system is that all 
of its parts are in transaction. Changes in one aspect of 
49Ibid. 
5°Michael P. Nichols and Richard C. Schwartz, Family 
Therapy: Concepts and Methods. 3d ed. (Needham, MA: Simon & 
Schuster, 1995), 172. 
51Ibid. , 217. 
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the system requires changes in the others. People influence 
and shape their environments through the transitional 
process of adaptation, and they are in turn influenced and 
shaped by their environment.52 Their role of mother in the 
family system is challenged by the boundaries they must 
conform to within the prison system. The problems of 
incarcerated mothers and their children have been stated to 
be the result of various systems dysfunctioning.53 The 
situation that these mothers are in is often temporary and 
they must therefore do everything possible to maintain their 
place in the systems they have left behind. 
Inmates who have family and other social supports are 
able to adapt more positively to their incarceration for 
they are able to maintain a sense of belong within their 
family system. Contacts are means by which this belonging 
might occur. This transitional period causes stress in the 
lives of these inmates and their families, who are often 
burdened by trying to raise the children that have been left 
behind. 
Operational Definitions 
The operational definitions that directed this 
study are listed below. 
52Mary E. Woods and Florence Hollis, Casework: A 
Psychosocial Therapy. 4th ed. (New York, N.Y.: McGraw-Hill, 
1980), 29. 
“James Gaudin, Jr., "Social Work Roles, IV 281. 
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Inmate : Individuals who have been convicted of a 
criminal offense and have been sentenced to serve time 
incarcerated in a prison system.54 
Mother : Mothers are women who have given birth to 
and/or adopted children and have taken the title of mother 
in reference to their relationship with, these children. 
They function as part of a parental and family system in the 
role of mother. 
Children: Defined as "Youngsters who are under the 
legal age of responsibility or emancipation; in most states 
this age is 18 years."55 Children will refer to any child, 
under the age of 18, that an inmate mother has given birth 
to, adopted, or served as primary caregiver and with whom 
they had maintained a relationship with prior to their 
incarceration. 
Contact: Contact is the interactions between 
inmate-mothers and their children while they are 
incarcerated. The descriptive characteristics are (1) 
visits at the prison, (2) telephone conversations with the 
children from the prison, and (3) letters mailed and/or 
received between the inmate-mothers and their children or 
the children's caretaker. Primary contacts are interactions 
54The Social Work Dictionary. 2nd ed., s.v., 




between the inmate mother (parental system) and together 
with children (family system). 
Depression: Depression is defined as "an emotional 
state, characterized by extreme sadness, gloomy ruminations, 
feelings of worthlessness, loss of hope, and often 
apprehension.56 Depression was measured by the use of the 
Generalized Contentment Scale produced by Walter Hudson. 
Adjustment: Adjustment is "an individual's 
activities to satisfy a need or overcome an obstacle to 
return to a harmonious fit with the environment."57 
Adjustment was measured by the number of disciplinary 
reports inmates have received, whether or not they like 
their roommates, contention with detail in the prison, and 
their membership in Project REACH. 
Statement of Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses were tested in this study: 
1. There is no statistical significant relationship 
between frequency of contacts between inmate-mothers and 
their children and levels of depression. 
2. There is no statistical significant relationship 
between frequency of contacts between inmate-mothers and 
their adjustment to the institution. 
56Robert Carson and James Butcher, Abnormal Psychology 
and Modern Life. 9th ed. (New York: Harper Collins, 1992), 
G5. 





This was a descriptive study employing a correlation 
design. The correlation design was used to determine the 
relationship between frequency of contact with children, 
depression, and adjustment. Contact with children in this 
study refers to the occurrence of visits, phone calls and 
letters received by the inmate mothers from their children. 
Depression was measured by the implementation of Walter 
Hudsons Generalized Contentment Scale. Adjustment was 
measured by a questionnaire, that looked at disciplinary 
reports, detail, roommates, and Project REACH (see Appendix 
C) . 
Site and Setting 
The researcher received permission from the Georgia 
Department of Corrections to conduct this study at the Metro 
Correctional Institution (see Appendix B). The Metro 
Correctional Institution is a maximum security women's 
prison, located in the southern state of Georgia and the 
city of Atlanta. 
The researcher conducted the study at the prison in a 
room set up for groups. The room is located in the 
counseling section of the prison, away from the dormitories. 
The researcher conducted the study in March 1996, during the 
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Project REACH parenting classes, and during a cosmetology 
class at the institution. 
Sample 
The sample population was selected from inmates 
incarcerated at the Metro Correctional Institution, in 
Atlanta, Georgia. The sample was selected through the 
technique of convenience sampling. The researcher asked for 
voluntary participation of the inmates participating in the 
Project REACH parenting and cosmetology classes at the 
prison. There were three parenting groups held, with a 
total of 30 participants. The researcher used all 30 
members of the group. The cosmetology class had a total of 
10 members, 8 members participated in the study. The 
reasons that the other two did not participate were because 
one did not have any children under the age of 18 and the 
other had participated in the study through a parenting 
class. 
The parenting class offered to inmates at Metro 
Correctional Institution is titled "The Joy and Art of 
Parenting." Inmates enrolled in the program have either 
voluntarily requested the class or have been placed in the 
class because of mandatory court order. The parenting 
classes are a part of the Project REACH program at the 
prison. The goal of the Project REACH program is to enhance 
the relationship between inmate mothers, their children and 
families. 
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The institution offers to the inmates a cosmetology 
class as a vocational opportunity to the inmates. 
Data Collection Procedure 
The researcher administered the questionnaire to each 
group at the beginning of the parenting session and 
cosmetology class. The inmates were advised that their 
participation was voluntary. The researcher advised the 
inmates that the purpose of the study was to determine the 
relationship between the frequency of contacts with their 
children and their feelings about their life and 
surroundings. 
The researcher stated to the inmates that the results 
of research studies are means through which problems, as a 
whole, are detected and brought to the attention of an 
institution. It is through scientific studies that changes 
are often brought about. The correctional institutions were 
established as a means to rehabilitate its inmates so that 
they may become productive and law abiding citizens when 
they are released. The simple fact that the majority of 
inmates are parents with minor children indicates a need to 
look at the effects of the separation on the inmates 
emotional well being and adjustment. 
The inmates were advised that the responses are 
confidential and that no identifying data would be used in 
the study, as all answers will be pulled together and 
analyzed as an aggregate. The inmates were be advised that 
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the results of the study would be shared with the 
institution. The inmates who chose to participate were 
given a questionnaire to complete. The inmates were advised 
that they may ask questions of the researcher. The 
questionnaire was self-administered. The completion of the 
questionnaire took approximately 20 minutes. 
Instrumentâtion 
The method of data collection was a questionnaire. 
The questionnaire consisted of four parts. Part one asked 
for background and demographic information. Part two 
covered the inmates children and custody situation. Part 
three asked the inmates about their contacts with their 
children. Part four measured their adjustment and level of 
depression. Section one of part four, asked about mental 
health status. Section two asked about adjustment issues in 
the prison. Section three was the Hudson Generalized 
Contentment Scale, which is a 25 item scale, designed to 
measure the degree, severity, or magnitude of the 
nonpsychotic depression. The scale has been tested for 
reliability and validity by Walter W. Hudson. Reliability 
test consistently achieved an Alpha coefficient of .90 or 
larger. Validity of the scale "has been investigated with 
respect to content, construct, factorial, and known groups 
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validity. It nearly always achieves validity coefficients 
of .60 or greater."1 
Data Analysis 
The method of analysis was a correlation design. The 
data analysis explains the distribution of the variables 
involved in the study. These included the freguency of 
contacts between the inmate mother and their children, 
depression, and adjustment. A comparison was made between 
the levels of depression by freguency of contacts and 
between adjustment by freguency of contacts. The data was 
analyzed by utilizing freguency distribution and percentage. 
The degrees of variance among the scores regarding contact, 
depression, and adjustment was measured using Pearson's r, 
T-Test, and Contingency Coefficient. The level of 
significance was determined at the .05 level. 
Walter W. Hudson, Ph.D., Walmyr Assessment Scales 
Scoring Manual (Temple, AZ: Walmyr Publishing Co., 1992), 
16. 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 
The findings of this study are presented as follows: 
(a) Demographics, (b) Children and Custody, (c) Contact with 
Children, (d) Adjustment, and (e) Depression by frequency 
distribution and percentages, and (f) Testing of Hypotheses 
by frequency distribution, percentages and cross tabulation. 
Demographics 
The respondents participating in this study were 
female inmates at the Metro Correctional Institution in 
Atlanta, Georgia. The majority of the respondents 79 
percent were African American. While 18 percent were white 
and 3 percent Hispanic. 
The demographic findings are presented as follows: 
(a) Age, (b) Marital Status, (c) Education, (d) Income, (e) 
Time Serving, and (f) Prior Incarcerations. 
a. Aae. The respondents' ages ranged from 20 to 42 




AGE OF RESPONDENTS BY FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE 
(N = 38) 
Age Frequency Percentage (%) 
20 - 25 11 29.0 
26 - 30 13 34.2 
31 - 35 10 26.3 
36 - 40 2 7.9 
41 - 45 1 26.6 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 1 shows a total of 38 respondents. The typical 
respondent was between the ages of 26 and 30 (34.2%). The 
mean age of the respondents was 28.8 
b. Marital Status. The marital status of the 
respondents consisted of the following: (1) Single (never 
married), (2) Married (including common-law), (3) Divorced, 
(4) Separated, and (5) Widow, as shown in Table 2. 
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TABLE 2 
MARITAL STATUS OF RESPONDENTS BY FREQUENCY 
AND PERCENTAGE (N = 38) 
Marital Status Frequency Percentage (%) 
Single 17 44.7 
Married 9 23.7 
Divorced 11 29.0 
Separated 1 2.6 
Widow 0 0.0 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 2 shows that 17 (44.7%) of the respondents were 
single and had never been married. While 9 (23.7%) were 
married and 11 (29.0%) divorced. 
c. Education. The education of the respondents 
consisted of the following: (1) Less than high school, (2) 
High school graduate or GED, (3) Some college or technical 
school, (4) College or technical school graduate, (5) Beyond 
college, graduate school or Ph.D., as shown in Table 3. 
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TABLE 3 
EDUCATION LEVELS OF RESPONDENTS BY FREQUENCY 
AND PERCENTAGE (N = 38) 
Highest 
Education Level Frequency Percentage (%) 
Less than High School 9 23.7 
High School Graduate 
or GED 17 44.7 
Some College or 
Technical School 11 29.0 
College or Technical 
School Graduate 1 2.6 
Beyond College, Graduate 
School, Ph.D. 0 0 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 3 indicates that 11 (29%) of the respondents 
had some College or Technical School education. While 
another 17 (44.7%) had graduated from High School or 
received a GED. Nine (23.7%) of the respondents had not 
completed high school or received a GED. 
d. Income. The primary source of income for the 
respondents, prior to incarceration, consisted of the 
following: (1) Full-time, (2) Part-time, (3) Public 
Assistance (AFDC, Social Security, SSI), (4) Child Support, 
(5) Homemaker, (6) Other (self-employment), and (7) No 
income, as stated in Table 4. 
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TABLE 4 
PRIMARY SOURCE OF INCOME PRIOR TO INCARCERATION 
BY FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE (N = 38) 
Income Source Frequency Percentage (%) 
Full-time employment 15 39.4 
Part-time employment 5 13.2 
Public assistance 5 13.2 
Child support 3 7.8 
Homemaker 5 13.2 
Other (self employment) 2 5.3 
No income 2 5.3 
No answer 1 2.6 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 4 displays that 15 (39.4%) of the respondents 
had been employed full-time prior to incarceration. While 5 
(13.2%) received public assistance prior to incarceration. 
e. Time Serving. The length of time the respondents 
were sentenced to serve ranged from 3 months to life, as 
presented in Table 5. 
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TABLE 5 
TIME CURRENTLY SENTENCED 
PERCENTAGE (N 
BY FREQUENCY AND 
= 38) 
Time Serving Frequency Percentage (%) 
Less than 1 year 1 2.6 
1 to less than 3 14 36.8 
3 to less than 5 10 26.3 
5 to less than 7 3 7.9 
7 to less than 9 6 15.8 







Life 1 2.6 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 5 shows that 1 (2.6%) of the respondents were 
sentenced to serve less than 1 year. While 14 (36.8%) of 
the respondents were sentenced to serve 1 to less than 3 
years. Six (15.8%) of the respondents were sentenced to 
serve 7 to less than 9 years, and 1 (2.6%) was sentenced to 
serve life. 
f. Prior Incarcerations. The number of the 
respondents prior incarcerations ranged from the following: 
(1) no prior, (2) one prior, (3) two prior, and (4) three or 
more prior, as stated in Table 6. 
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TABLE 6 
NUMBER OF PRIOR INCARCERATIONS BY FREQUENCY 
AND PERCENTAGE (N = 38) 
Number of Prior 
Incarcerations Frequency Percentage (%) 
No Prior 23 60.5 
One 5 13.2 
Two 7 18.4 
Three or more 2 5.3 
No answer 1 2.6 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 6 shows that 23 (60.5%) of the respondents had 
no prior incarcerations. While 2 (5.2%) had 3 or more 
previous incarcerations. 
Children and Custody Situation 
The background of the respondents, in regards to 
their children, are presented as follows: (a) Number of 
children, (b) Age of youngest child, (c) Primary caregiver, 
and (d) Geographical distance. 
a. Number of Children. The number of children the 
inmates had under the age of 18 ranges from 1 to 7 as stated 
in Table 7. 
39 
TABLE 7 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN UNDER THE AGE OF 18 
BY FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE (N = 38) 
Number of Children 
Under 18 Frequency Percentage (%) 
One 10 26.3 
Two 13 34.2 
Three 5 13.2 
Four 8 21.1 
Five 1 2.6 
Six 0 0.0 
Seven 1 2.6 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 7 shows that 13 (34.2%) of the respondents had 
two children. The mean number of children, under the age of 
18, for the respondents was 2.5. 
b. Aae of Youngest Child. The age of the youngest 
child for the respondents ranged from 2 months to 17 years 
old, as shown in Table 8. 
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TABLE 8 
AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD BY FREQUENCY AND 
PERCENTAGES (N = 38) 
Age of Youngest 
Child (Years) Frequency Percentage (%) 
1 or Younger 16 42.1 
2 to 4 12 31.5 
5 to 7 4 10.5 
8 to 10 2 5.3 
11 to 13 2 5.3 
14 to 17 2 5.3 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 8 shows that 16 (42.1%) of the respondents' 
youngest children were 1 year old or younger. With another 
12 (31.5%) between the ages of 2 and 4, and four (10.5%) of 
the respondents have children between the ages of 5 and 7. 
Other data indicated that 84 percent of the children 
lived with the respondent prior to incarceration, and 100 
percent of the respondents indicated they plan to have their 
children live with them after their release. 
c. Primary Caregiver. The primary caregivers for 
the respondents' children are stated in Table 9. 
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TABLE 9 
PRIMARY CAREGIVER BY FREQUENCY AND 
PERCENTAGE (N = 38) 
Primary Caregiver Frequency Percentage (%) 
Child's father 5 13.2 
Respondents' parent(s) 18 47.4 
Paternal grandparents 1 2.6 
Another relative 5 13.6 
A friend 1 2.6 
Foster care 7 18.4 
Other (Adopted) 1 2.6 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 9 shows that 18 (47.4%) of the respondents 
children were living with their maternal grandparent(s). 
While 7 (18.4%) of the children were in foster care. 
Other data collected indicated that 84 percent of the 
respondents were satisfied with the custody situation for 
their children. Seventy-six (76) percent of the respondents 
reported that they still had legal custody of their 
children. 
d. Geographical Location. The distance that the 
respondents' children lived away from the institution as 
stated in Table 10. 
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TABLE 10 
GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATION OF CHILDREN FROM THE 
INSTITUTION BY FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE 
(N = 38) 
Distance from the 
Institution (Miles) Frequency Percentage (%) 
20 or less 7 18.4 
21 to 40 5 13.1 
41 to 60 2 5.3 
61 to 80 2 5.3 
81 to 100 7 18.4 
101 to 200 6 15.8 
Over 201 9 23.7 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 10 shows that 9 (23.7%) of the respondents' 
children lived over 201 miles from the institution. While 7 
(18.4%) lived 20 miles or less, and 81 to 100 miles from the 
institution. 
Contact with Children 
The frequency of contacts with children will be 
presented as follows: (a) Visitation, (b) Telephone calls, 
and (c) Letters. 
a. Visitation. The frequency of visits that 
respondents had with their children ranqed from (1) Very 
frequent (at least once per month), (2) Less frequent (at 
least once every six months), (3) Not very frequent (at 
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least once every year), and (4) Not frequent at all (less 
than every year or not at all), as shown in Table 11 below. 
TABLE 11 
VISITS WITH CHILDREN BY FREQUENCY 
AND PERCENTAGE (N = 38) 
Visits from Children Frequency Percentage (%) 
Very frequent 18 47.4 
Less frequent 6 15.8 
Not very frequent 3 7.9 
Not frequent at all 11 29.0 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 11 conveys that 18 (47.4%) of the respondents 
received visits from their children very frequent, at least 
once per month. While 11 (29.0%) of the respondents do not 
receive visits frequent at all, less than once every year or 
not at all. 
Other data collected indicates that 47 percent of the 
respondents last saw their children within the last two (2) 
weeks. In regards to transportation to the prison, 68 
percent of the inmates indicated that their children had 
transportation. 
b. Telephone Calls. The frequency of telephone 
contacts the respondents had with their children ranged from 
the following: (1) Very frequent (at least every month), 
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(2) Less frequent (at least every 6 months), (3) Not very 
frequent (at least once every year), and (4) Not frequent at 
all (less than every year or not at all), as stated in Table 
12. 
TABLE 12 
TELEPHONE CALLS BY FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE 
(N = 38) 
Telephone Calls 
to Children Frequency Percentage (%) 
Very frequent 29 76.3 
Less frequent 6 15.8 
Not very frequent 0 0.0 
Not frequent at all 3 7.9 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 12 shows that 29 (76.3%) of the respondents 
made very frequent telephone calls to their children, at 
least once every month, with another 6 (15.8%) contacting 
their children at least once every 6 months. While 3 (7.9%) 
contacted their children less than every year or not at all. 
Other data reports that 87 percent of the respondents 
were allowed to call their children's caregivers collect 
from the institution. 
c. Letters. The frequency at which respondents 
wrote letters to their children are presented as follows: 
(1) Very frequent (at least once per month), (2) Less 
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frequent (at least once every 6 months), (3) Not very 
frequent (at least once per year), and (4) Not frequent at 
all (less than once per year or never write), as stated in 
Table 13. 
TABLE 13 
LETTERS WRITTEN BY FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE 
(N = 38) 
Letters Written Frequency Percentage (%) 
Very frequent 28 73.7 
Moderately frequent 5 13.2 
Not frequent at all 4 10.5 
No answer 1 2.6 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 13 shows that 28 (73.7%) of the respondents 
wrote letters to their children very frequent, at least once 
per month. While 4 (10.5%) reported to have written not 
frequent at all and 2.6% did not respond. 
Other data collected indicated that 53 percent of the 
respondents reported to received letters at least once per 
month from their children. While 32 percent reported that 
they did not receive any letters at all. Also 100 percent 
of the respondents reported havinq had access to postal 
stamps to mail letters home. 
Adjustment 
The adjustment findings are presented as follows: 
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(a) Disciplinary reports, (b) Roommate, (c) Detail, and (d) 
Project REACH. 
a. Disciplinary Reports fDRK The last time the 
respondents received a disciplinary report are measured by 
the following: (1) Little Adjustment (DR within the last 90 
days), (2) Some Adjustment (DR more than 90 days ago), and 
(3) Adjusted (never had a DR), as stated in Table 14. 
TABLE 14 
RESPONDENTS LAST DISCIPLINARY REPORT (DR) 
BY FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE (N = 38) 
Disciplinary Report Frequency Percentage (%) 
Little adjustment 7 18.4 
Some adjustment 12 31.6 
Adjusted 19 50.0 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 14 depicts that 19 (50%) of the respondents had 
adjusted well to incarceration in that they had never 
received any DRs. While 7 (18.6%) reported having received 
a DR within the last 90 days and 12 (36.5%) received one 
more than 90 days ago. 
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b. Roommates. The respondents reported whether or 
not they got along with their roommates as stated in Table 
15. 
TABLE 15 
GETTING ALONG WITH ROOMMATES BY FREQUENCY 
AND PERCENTAGE 
Do you get along with 
your roommate(s)? Freguency Percentage (%) 
Yes 34 89.5% 
No 3 7.9 
No answer 1 2.6 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 15 indicates that 34 (89.5%) of the respondents 
got along with their roommates. While 3 (7.9%) did not, and 
1 (2.6%) did not respond. 
c. Detail. Respondents were asked if they where 
content with their detail/job in the institution, as stated 
in Table 16. 
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TABLE 16 
CONTENTION WITH DETAIL BY FREQUENCY AND 
PERCENTAGE (N = 38) 
Content with Detail/Job Frequency Percentage (%) 
Yes 32 84.2 
No 4 10.5 
Not assigned to a detail/job 2 5.3 
Total 38 100.0 
Table 16 shows that 32 (84.2%) of the respondents 
were content with their detail/job assignment at the 
institution. 
d. Project REACH. The respondents were asked if 
they were Project REACH members. Responses are stated in 
Table 17. 
TABLE 17 
PROJECT REACH MEMBERSHIP BY FREQUENCY AND 
PERCENTAGE (N = 38) 
Project REACH Member Frequency Percentage (%) 
Yes 29 76.3 
No 9 23.7 
Total 38 100.0 
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Table 17 reports that 29 (76.3%) of the participants 
were Project REACH members. While 9 (23.7%) were not. 
Depression 
The levels of depression of the respondents are 
presented, according to the cutting scores for the 
Generalized Contentment Scale, and are presented as follows: 
(a) Free of nonpsychotic depression (Score below 30), (b) 
Clinically significant problem (Score above 30), (c) 
Suicidal ideations (Score above 50) and Severely distressed 
(Score above 70) as stated in Table 18. 
TABLE 18 
GENERALIZED CONTENTMENT SCALE SCORES BY 







Free of Nonpsychotic 
Depression 25 65.8 
Clinically Significant 
Problem 11 28.9 
Suicidal Ideations 2 5.3 
Severely Distressed 0 0.0 
Total 38 100.0 
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Table 18 shows that 25 (65.8%) of the respondents 
were free of nonpsychotic depression. While 11 (28.9%) had 
clinically significant problems; 2 (5.3%) had suicidal 
ideations; and none were severely distressed. 
Testing of Hypotheses 
This study was guided by the following hypotheses; 
(1) There is no statistical significant relationship between 
freguency of contact between inmate-mothers and their 
children and levels of depression, and (2) There is no 
statistical significant relationship between freguency of 
contacts between inmate-mothers and their adjustment to the 
institution. 
Contacts are presented as follows: (1) Frequent—at 
least once within the last month, (2) Medium—at least once 
within the last year, and (3) Low—more than 1 year ago. 
The findings are presented by; (1) Frequency and 
Percentage, (2) Contingency Coefficient, (3) T-test, and (4) 
Pearson's r based on a significance level of .05. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no statistical significant relationship 
between frequency of contacts between inmate-mothers and 
their children and levels of depression. 
Contacts are measured by: (a) Visits, (b) Telephone, 
and (c) Letters. Levels of Depression are measured 
according to scores on the Generalized Contentment Scale 
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(GSC). The levels of depression are presented as follows: 
(a) No distress, (b) Distress, and (c) Suicidal ideations. 
a. Visits. Frequency of contact by visits and 
levels of depression are presented in Table 19. 
TABLE 19 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY VISITS AND LEVELS 
OF DEPRESSION (N = 38) 
Levels of Depression 
Suicidal 
No Distress Distress Ideations 
Contact F (%) F (%) F (%) Total 
Frequent 14 (77.8) 2 (11.1) 2 (11.1) 18 
Medium 5 (55.6) 4 (44.4) 0 (00.0) 9 
Low 6 (54.5) 5 (45.5) 0 (00.0) 11 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .38790 .15084 
Pearson's r .09262 .58024 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
Table 19 above shows the frequency of contacts by 
visits and levels of depression. Table 19 also shows no 
statistically significant relationship at the .05 level of 
significance between frequency of contact by visits and 
levels of depression. This finding is based on a 
Contingency Coefficient value of .38790 and level of 
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significance of .15084. Pearson's r reveals no 
statistically significant relationship between contact and 
depression as revealed with a value of .09262 at a .58024 
level of significance. Therefore accept the null hypothesis 
for contacts by visits and levels of depression. 
However, a within group analysis reveals a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 20 below. 
TABLE 20 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY VISITS 
AND LEVELS OF DEPRESSION (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 8.25 17 *.000 
Medium 8.22 8 *.000 
Low 9.24 10 *.000 
*Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
The above table shows, as presented above, T-values 
and levels of significance of .000 across all levels of 
contact are found to be significant. 
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TABLE 20 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY TELEPHONE AND LEVELS 
OF DEPRESSION (N = 38) 
Levels of Depression 
No Distress Distress 
Suicidal 
Ideations 










2 (6.9) 29 
0 (0.0) 6 
0 (0.0) 13 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .27820 .52692 
Pearson's r .01930 .90842 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
Table 21 above, shows the frequency of contacts by 
telephone and levels of depression. Table 21 also shows 
that there was not a statistically significant relationship 
between frequency of contact by telephone and levels of 
depression at the .05 level of significance. This finding 
is based on a Contingency Coefficient value of .27820 and 
.52692 level of significance. Pearson's r reveals no 
statistically significant relationship between contact and 
levels of depression as revealed with a value of .01930 at a 
.90842 level of significance. Therefore accept the null 
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hypothesis for contact by telephone and levels of 
depression. 
However, a within group analysis revealed a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 22 below. 
TABLE 22 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY TELEPHONE 
AND LEVELS OF DEPRESSION (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 12.13 28 *.000 
Medium 7.00 5 *.001 
Low 5.00 2 *.038 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
The above table shows, as presented, T-values and 
levels of significance for each group to be below the .05 
level of significance and therefore indicating a significant 
difference within each group's responses. 
c. Letters. Frequency of contact by letters and 
levels of depression are presented in Table 23. 
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TABLE 23 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY LETTERS AND LEVELS 
OF DEPRESSION (N = 38) 
Contact 









Frequent 20 (71.4) 6 (21.4) 2 (7.1) 28 
Medium 3 (60.0) 2 (40.0) 0 (0.0) 5 
Low 2 (50.0) 2 (1.1) 0 (0.0) 2 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .24422 .67225 
Pearson's r .12079 .65983 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
Table 23 above, shows the frequency of contacts by 
letters and levels of depression. Table 23 also shows there 
was not a statistically significant relationship between 
frequency of contact by letters and levels of depression at 
the .05 level of significance. This finding is based on a 
Contingency Coefficient value of .23322 at a .67225 level of 
significance. Pearson's r statistical findings revealed no 
statistically significant relationship between contact and 
depression as revealed with a value of .12079 at a .65983 
level of significance. Therefore accept the null hypothesis 
for contacts by depression. 
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However, a within group analysis, reveals 
statistically significant differences across all levels of 
contact as presented in Table 24. 
TABLE 24 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY LETTERS 
AND LEVELS OF DEPRESSION (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 11.56 27 *.000 
Medium 5.72 4 *.005 
Low 5.00 3 *.015 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
The above table shows, as presented above, T-values 
and levels of significance of .000 for frequent contact, 
.005 for medium contact, and .015 for low contact, are found 
to be significant at the .05 level of significance. 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no statistical significant relationship 
between frequency of contacts between inmate-mothers and 
their children and their adjustment to the institution. 
Contacts are measured by: (a) Visits, (b) Telephone, 
and (c) Letters. 
Adjustments is measured by (a) Disciplinary reports 
(DRs), (b) Detail, (c) Roommates, and (d) Project Reach. 
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Frequency of Contact by Disciplinary Reports (DRsI 
Adjustment by DRs is measured according to the 
following: (1) Adjusted—never had a DR, (2) Some 
adjustment—received DR more than 90 days ago, and (3) Not 
adjusted—received DR within the last 90 days. 
a. Visits. Frequency of contacts by visits and 
disciplinary reports (DRs) are presented in Table 25. 
TABLE 25 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY VISITS AND DISCIPLINARY 
REPORTS (DRs) (N = 38) 
Adjustment by DRs 
Some No 
Adjusted Adjustment Adjustment 
Contact F (%) F (%) F (%) Total 
Frequent 11 (61.1) 4 (22.2) 3 (16.7) 18 
Medium 1 (11.1) 5 (55.6) 3 (33.3) 9 
Low 7 (63.6) 3 (27.3) 1 ( 9.1) 11 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .40405 .11556 
Pearson's r -.00849 .95967 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
Table 25 shows the frequency of contacts by visits 
and adjustment by disciplinary reports. Table 23 also shows 
no statistically significant correlation between frequency 
58 
of contact by visits and adjustment by DRs at the .05 level 
of significance. Based on a Contingency Coefficient value 
of .22834 at .71915 levels of significance. Also Pearson's 
r revealed no statistical significant relationship between 
contact by visits and levels of adjustment by DRs as 
revealed with a value of .21330 and .19851 levels of 
significance. Therefore accept the null hypothesis for 
frequency of contacts and adjustment. 
However, a within group analysis, reveals a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 26 below. 
TABLE 26 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY VISITS 
AND DISCIPLINARY REPORTS (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 8.42 17 *.000 
Medium 10.00 8 *.000 
Low 7.02 10 *.000 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
The above table shows, as presented above, T-values 
and levels of significance of .000 for frequent contact, and 
.003 for medium contact are found to be significant at the 
.05 level of significance. 
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b. Telephone. Frequency of contact by telephone and 
disciplinary reports (DRs) are presented on Table 27. 
TABLE 27 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY TELEPHONE AND DISCIPLINARY 
REPORTS (DRs) (N = 38) 
Adjustment by DRs 
Some No 
Adjusted Adjustment Adjustment 
Contact F (%) F (%) F (%) Total 
Frequent 16 (55.2) 9 (31.0) 4 (13.8) 29 
Medium 2 (33.3) 2 (33.3) 2 (33.3) 6 
Low 1 (33.3) 1 (33.3) 1 (33.3) 3 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .22834 .71915 
Pearson's r .21330 .19851 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
Table 27 above shows the frequency of contacts by 
telephone and disciplinary reports. The above table also 
shows no statistically significant relationship at the .05 
level of significance between frequency of contact by 
telephone and adjustment by DRs. A Contingency Coefficient 
value of .22834 at .71915 levels of significance and a 
Pearson's r value of .21330 at .19851 levels of significance 
reveals no statistically significant relationship between 
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contact and adjustment. Therefore accept the null 
hypothesis for contact by telephone and adjustment by DRs. 
However, a within group analysis, reveals a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 28 below. 
TABLE 28 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY TELEPHONE 
AND DISCIPLINARY REPORTS (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Freguent 11.70 29 *.000 
Medium 5.48 5 *.003 
Low 3.47 2 .074 




The above table show, as presented above, T-values 
and levels of significance at .000 for freguent contact, and 
.003 for medium contact, are found to be significant at the 
.05 level of significance. 
c. Letters. Freguency of contacts by letters and 




FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY LETTERS AND DISCIPLINARY 
REPORTS (DRs) (N = 38) 
Adjustment by DRs 
Some No 
Adjusted Adjustment Adjustment 
Contact F (%) F (%) F (%) Total 
Frequent 13 (46.4) 11 (39.3) 4 (14.3) 28 
Medium 3 (60.0) 1 (20.0) 1 (20.0) 5 
Low 2 (50.0) 0 (00.0) 2 (50.0) 4 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .32820 .34652 
Pearson's r .09869 .84153 
♦Indicates a significant relationship. 
Table 29 above shows the frequency of contact by 
letters and disciplinary reports. Table 29 shows no 
statistically significant relationship at the .05 level of 
significance, between frequency of contact by letters and 
adjustment by disciplinary reports. A Contingency 
Coefficient value of .32820 at .34652 levels of significance 
and a Pearson's r value of .09869 at the .84153 level of 
significance, reveals no statistically significant 
relationship between contact and adjustment. Therefore 
accept the null hypothesis for contacts by letters and 
adjustment by DRs. 
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However, a within group analysis, reveals a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 30 below. 
TABLE 30 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY LETTERS 
AND DISCIPLINARY REPORTS (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Freguent 12.29 27 *.000 
Medium 4.00 4 *.016 
Low 3.46 3 .041 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
The above table shows, as presented above, T-values 
and levels of significance of .000 for freguent contacts, 
.016 for medium contacts, and .041 for low contacts, are 
found to be significant at the .05 level of significance. 
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Adjustment by Contention with Detail 
Adjustment by contention with detail is measured by 
the following: (1) Adjusted—content with detail, (2) Not 
Adjusted—not content with detail, and (3) No Detail. 
a. Visits. Frequency of contacts by visits and 
contention with detail are presented in Table 31. 
TABLE 31 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY VISITS AND CONTENTION 
WITH DETAIL (N = 38) 
Adjustment by Detail 
Adjusted 
Not 
Adjusted No Detail 




15 ( 83.3) 
9 (100.0) 
8 ( 63.6) 
2 (11.1) 
0 ( 0.0) 
2 (18.2) 
1 (5.6) 18 
0 (0.0) 9 
1 (9.1) 11 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .26148 .59376 
Pearson's r .08716 .60282 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
The above table shows the frequency of contact by 
visits and contention with detail. The above table also 
shows no statistically significant relationship at the .05 
level of significance, between frequency of contact by 
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visits and adjustment by contention with detail. A 
Contingency Coefficient value of .26148 at .59376 levels of 
significance and Pearson's r value of .08716 at .60282 
levels of significance, reveals no statistically significant 
relationship between contact by visits and adjustment by 
contention with detail. Therefore accept the null 
hypothesis for contacts and adjustment. 
However, a within group analysis, reveals a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 32 below. 
TABLE 32 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY VISITS 
AND CONTENTION WITH DETAIL (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 9.46 17 *.000 
Medium (-) 
Low 6.71 10 *.000 
(-) Indicates standard deviation is 0. 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
The above table shows, as presented above, T-values 
and levels of significance across all levels of contact are 
found to be significant. 
b. Telephone. Frequency of contact by telephone and 
contention with detail are presented in Table 33. 
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TABLE 33 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY TELEPHONE AND CONTENTION 
WITH DETAIL (N = 38) 
Adjustment by Detail 
Adjusted 
Not 
Adjusted No Detail 




25 ( 86.2) 
4 ( 66.7) 
3 (100.0) 
2 ( 6.9) 
2 (33.3) 
0 ( 0.0) 
2 (6.9) 29 
0 (0.0) 6 
0 (0.0) 3 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .32817 .33245 
Pearson's r -.04347 .79553 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
The above table shows the frequency of contact by 
telephone and contention with detail. The above table also 
shows no statistically significant relationship at the .05 
level of significance between frequency of contact by 
telephone and adjustment by contention with detail. A 
Contingency Coefficient value of .32817 at .33245 levels of 
significance and Pearson's r value of -.04347 at .79553 
levels of significance, reveals no statistically significant 
relationship between telephone contact and adjustment by 
contention with detail. Therefore accept the null 
hypothesis for contacts by adjustment. 
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However, a within group analysis, reveals a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 34 below. 
TABLE 34 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY TELEPHONE 
AND CONTENTION WITH DETAIL (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 11.62 28 *.000 
Medium 6.32 5 *.001 
Low (-) 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
(-) Indicates the standard deviation is 0. 
The above table shows, as presented above, T-values 
and levels of significance of .000 for frequent contact, and 
.001 for medium contact, are found to be significant. 
c. Letters. Frequency of contact by letters and 
contention with detail are presented in Table 35. 
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TABLE 35 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY LETTERS AND CONTENTION 
WITH DETAIL (N = 38) 
Adjustment by Detail 
Adjusted 
Not 
Adjusted No Detail 







1 ( 3.6) 
1 (20.0) 
1 (25.0) 
2 (7.1) 28 
0 (0.0) 5 
0 (0.0) 4 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .30314 .44175 
Pearson's r .04287 .80110 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
The above table shows the frequency of contact by 
letters and contention with detail. The above table also 
shows no statistically significant relationship at the .05 
level of significance, between frequency of contact by 
letter and adjustment by contention with detail. A 
Contingency Coefficient value of .30314 at .44175 levels of 
significance and Pearson's r value of .04287 at .80110 
levels of significance, reveals no statistically significant 
relationship between contacts by letters and adjustment by 
contention with detail. Therefore accept the null 
hypothesis for contacts by adjustment. 
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However, a within group analysis, reveals a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 36 below. 
TABLE 36 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY LETTERS 
AND CONTENTION WITH DETAIL (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 11.38 27 *.000 
Medium 6.00 4 *.004 
Low 5.00 3 *.015 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
The above table shows, as presented above, T-values 
and levels of significance of .000 for frequent contact, 
.004 for medium contact, and .015 for low contact, are found 
to be significant. 
Adjustment by Contention with Roommate 
Adjustment by contention with roommate is measured 
according to the following: (1) Adjusted—content with 
roommate, and (2) Not Adjusted—not content with roommate. 
a. Visits. Frequency of contact by visits and 
contention with roommate are presented in Table 27. 
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TABLE 37 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY VISITS AND CONTENTION 
WITH ROOMMATE (N = 38) 
Contention with Roommate 
Adjusted Not Adjusted 
Contact F (%) F (%) Total 
Frequent 25 ( 89.3) 3 (10.7) 28 
Medium 5 (100.0) 0 ( 0.0) 5 
Low 3 (100.0) 0 ( 0.0) 3 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .46410 * .00623 
Pearson's r .39228 .74040 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
Table 37 above shows frequency of contact by visits 
and contention with roommate. The above table also shows a 
statistically significant relationship at the .05 level of 
significance between frequency of contact by visits and 
contention with roommate. A Contingency Coefficient value 
of .46410 and .00623 reveals a statistically significant 
relationship between contact by visits and adjustment 
contention with roommates. Therefore we reject the null 
hypothesis for contacts by adjustment. 
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While a within group analysis, reveals a 
statistically significant difference for frequent contacts 
as presented in Table 38 below. 
TABLE 38 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY VISITS 
AND CONTENTION WITH ROOMMATE (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Freguent 8.00 8 *.000 
Medium (-) 
Low (-) 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
(-) Indicates the standard deviation is 0. 
The above table shows, as presented above, a T-value 
of 8.00 at .000 levels of significance is found to be 
significant at the .05 level of significance. 
b. Telephone. Frequency of contact by telephone and 
contention with roommate are presented in Table 39 below. 
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TABLE 39 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY TELEPHONE AND CONTENTION 
WITH ROOMMATE (N = 38) 
Contention with Roommate 
Adjusted Not Adjusted 
Contact F (%) F (%) Total 
Frequent 28 ( 96.6) 1 ( 3.4) 29 
Medium 5 (83.3) 1 (16.7) 6 
Low 1 ( 50.0) 1 (50.0) 2 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .37742 *.04629 
Pearson's r .39228 *.01633 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
Table 39 above, shows the frequency of contacts by 
telephone and contention with roommate. The above table 
also shows a statistically significant relationship at the 
.05 level of significance, between frequency of contact by 
telephone and adjustment by contention with roommate. A 
Contingency Coefficient value of .37742 at .04629 levels of 
significance and Pearson's r value at .39228 at .01633 
levels of significance, reveals a statistically significant 
relationship between contact by phone and adjustment by 
contention with roommate. Therefore rejecting the null 
hypothesis for contacts by adjustment. 
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While, a within group analysis, reveals a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 39 below. 
TABLE 40 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY TELEPHONE 
AND CONTENTION WITH ROOMMATE (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 30.00 28 *.000 
Medium 7.00 5 *.001 
Low 3.00 1 .205 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
The above table shows, as presented above, T-values 
and levels of significance of .000 for frequent contact and 
.001 for medium contact, are found to be significant at the 
.05 level of significance. 
c. Letters. Frequency of contacts by letters and 
contention with roommate are presented in Table 41 below. 
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TABLE 41 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY LETTERS AND CONTENTION 
WITH ROOMMATE (N = 38) 
Contention with Roommate 
Adjusted Not Adjusted 
Contact F (%) F (%) Total 
Frequent 25 ( 89.3) 3 (10.7) 28 
Medium 5 (100.0) 0 ( 0.0) 5 
Low 3 (100.0) 0 ( 0.0) 3 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .15911 .62655 
Pearson's r -.14968 .38359 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
Table 41 above, shows the frequency of contact by 
letters and contention with roommate. The above table also 
shows no statistically significant relationship at the .05 
level of significance, between frequency of contacts by 
letters and adjustments by contention with roommate. A 
Contingency Coefficient value of .15911 at .62655 levels of 
significance and Pearson's r value of -.14968 at .38359 
levels of significance, reveals no statistically significant 
relationship between contact by letters and adjustment by 
contention with roommate. Therefore accept the null 
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hypothesis for contact by letters and adjustment by 
contention with roommate. 
However, a within group analysis reveals a 
statistically significant difference for across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 42 below. 
TABLE 42 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY LETTERS 
AND CONTENTION WITH ROOMMATE (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 18.60 27 *.000 
Medium (-) 
Low (") 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
(-) Indicates standard deviation is 0. 
The above table shows, as presented above, a T-value 
and level of significance of .000 for frequent contacts, is 
found to be significant at the .05 level of significance. 
Adjustment bv Project REACH Mgmher-Khip 
Adjustment by Project REACH is measured as follows: 
(1) Adjusted—member, and (2) Not Adjusted—not a member, 
a. Visits. Frequency of contact by visits and 
Project REACH membership are presented in Table 43 below. 
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TABLE 43 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY VISITS AND PROJECT REACH 
MEMBERSHIP (N = 38) 
Membership in Project REACH 
Adjusted Not Adjusted 
Contact F (%) F (%) Total 
Frequent 17 (94.4) 1 ( 5.6) 18 
Medium 5 (55.6) 4 (44.4) 9 
Low 7 (63.6) 4 (36.4) 11 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .37959 *.0408 
Pearson's r .33763 *.03817 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
Table 43 above shows the frequency of contact by 
visits and Project REACH membership. The above table also 
shows a statistically significant relationship at the .05 
level of significance, between frequency of contact by 
visits and adjustment by Project REACH membership. A 
Contingency Coefficient value of .37959 at a .04082 level of 
significance and Pearson's r value of .33763 at a .03817 
level of significance, reveals a statistically significant 
relationship between contact and adjustment by membership in 
Project REACH. Therefore reject the null hypothesis for 
frequency of contacts and adjustments. 
While, a within group analysis, reveals a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 44 below. 
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TABLE 44 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY VISITS 
AND PROJECT REACH MEMBERSHIP (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 19.00 17 *.000 
Medium 8.22 8 *.000 
Low 8.96 10 *.000 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
The above table shows, as presented above, T-values 
and levels of significance of .000 are found to be 
significant at the .05 level of significance. 
b. Telephone. Freguency of contact by telephone and 
Project REACH membership are presented in Table 45. 
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TABLE 45 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY TELEPHONE AND PROJECT REACH 
MEMBERSHIP (N = 38) 
Membership in Project REACH 
Adjusted Not Adjusted 
Contact F (%) F (%) Total 
Frequent 21 ( 72.4) 8 (27.6) 29 
Medium 6 (100.0) 0 ( 0.0) 6 
Low 2 ( 66.7) 1 (33.3) 3 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .23697 .32289 
Pearson's r .08525 .61088 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
Table 45 above, shows frequency of contact by 
telephone and Project REACH membership. The above table 
also shows no statistically significant relationship at the 
.05 level of significance between frequency of contact by 
telephone and adjustment by Project REACH membership. A 
Contingency Coefficient value of .23697 at a .32289 level of 
significance and Pearson's r value at .08525 at .61088, 
reveals no statistically significant relationship between 
contact by telephone and adjustment by Project REACH 
membership. Therefore accept the null hypothesis for 
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frequency of contact by telephone and adjustment by Project 
REACH membership. 
However, a within group analysis, reveals a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 46 below. 
TABLE 46 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY TELEPHONE 
AND PROJECT REACH MEMBERSHIP (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 15.11 28 *.000 
Medium (-) 
Low 4.00 2 .057 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
(-) Indicates the standard deviation is 0. 
The above table shows, as presented above, a T-value 
and level of significance of .000 for frequent contact, are 
found to be significant. 
c. Letters. Frequency of contact by letters and 
Project REACH membership are presented in Table 47. 
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TABLE 43 
FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY LETTERS AND PROJECT REACH 
MEMBERSHIP (N = 38) 
Membership in Project REACH 
Adjusted Not Adjusted 
Contact F (%) F (%) Total 
Frequent 20 ( 71.4) 8 (28.6) 28 
Medium 4 ( 80.0) 1 (20.0) 5 
Low 4 (100.0) 0 ( 0.0) 4 
Statistical Analysis 
Between Group Value Significance 
Contingency Coefficient .20426 .44689 
Pearson's r -.20438 .22498 
♦Indicates a significant relationship, p < .05. 
Table 47 above shows the frequency of contact by 
letters and Project REACH membership. The above table also 
shows no statistically significant relationship at the .05 
level of significance, between frequency of contact by 
letters and adjustment by Project REACH membership. A 
Contingency Coefficient value of .20426 at a .44689 level of 
significance and Pearson's r value of -.20438 at .22498 
levels of significance, reveals no statistically significant 
relationship between contact by letters and adjustment by 
Project REACH membership. Therefore accept the null 
hypothesis for frequency of contacts by adjustment. 
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However, a within groups analysis reveals a 
statistically significant difference across levels of 
contact as presented in Table 48. 
TABLE 48 
WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS OF CONTACTS BY LETTERS 
AND PROJECT REACH MEMBERSHIP (N = 38) 
Contact 
T-Test Analysis Within Groups 
T-Value df Significance 
Frequent 14.29 27 *.000 
Medium 6.00 4 *.004 
Low (-) 
♦Indicates a significant difference, p < .05. 
(-) Indicates standard deviation is 0. 
The above table shows, as presented above, T-values 
and levels of significance of .000 for frequent contact and 
.004 for medium contact, are found to be significant at the 
.05 level of significance. 
Summary of Results 
The demographic findings revealed that the typical 
respondent was African American, between the ages of 26-30, 
single, a High School graduate or GED recipient, and 
full-time employed prior to incarceration, they had no prior 
incarcerations, and was sentenced to serve 1 to less than 3 
years. 
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The child and custody findings revealed that the 
typical respondent had 2 children; had children 1 year old 
or younger; the respondents parents were the primary 
caregivers for the children; and the children lived over 201 
miles from the institution. 
The findings for contact with children revealed that 
the majority of the respondents received frequent visits, 
telephone calls, and letters written to their children. 
The findings for adjustment revealed that the 
majority of the respondents had never received a 
disciplinary report; got along with their roommate; were 
content with their detail; were members of Project REACH; 
and were free of nonpsychotic depression. 
Hypothesis 1 was accepted in that the findings 
revealed no statistical significant difference between 
frequency of contact with children and respondents level of 
depression. 
Hypothesis 2 was rejected in that the findings 
revealed a statistically significant relationship between 
frequency of contacts with children and respondents 
adjustment to the institution. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The results of this study suggest that there is a 
relationship between the freguency of contacts inmate- 
mothers have with their children and their adjustment to 
incarceration. The majority of the inmates were well 
adjusted to the institution on the basis of disciplinary 
reports, contention with detail, contention with roommates, 
and membership in Project REACH. 
A different finding of this study does not support 
the presence of a relationship between frequency on contacts 
with children and levels of depression. Which suggest that 
there is no direct relationship or correlation between the 
respondents based on frequency of contacts and levels of 
depression. The majority of the inmates participating in 
the study had frequent contacts and were free of 
nonpsychotic depression. This finding does not coincide 
with a previous study, conducted by Singer et al., on female 
jail inmates, that found 59.2% depressed. 
The data does, however, suggest the presence of a 
relationship between the intergrouping of the values in the 
study, with the levels of depression. This finding 
indicates that the variance in the responses of this 
population are true of the group. 
In view of the sample population, the majority were 
African American, and single parents. The average age of 
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the inmates in the study was 28.8, with the majority 
incarcerated for the first time, and sentenced to serve 
between 1 to 3 years. Within some African American 
communities there is already an issue of the large numbers 
of female headed single parent families and with the 
increasing rates of incarceration among women. Many of 
these communities are being faced with dealing with children 
who are separated from both parents. The African American 
males are already over represented within the correctional 
systems, the thought of African American females becoming a 
pawn into this system also, makes one wonder what impact 
this will have on the survival of the African American 
family. 
This study, in agreement with many others, such as 
ones conducted by the American Corrections Association and 
McGowen and Blumenthal, found that the typical female inmate 
had an average of 2.5 children, with whom the majority lived 
with prior to incarceration. It also supports earlier 
findings by Dressel and Barnhill, that at least half of 
these children live with the inmates parents while their 
mothers are incarcerated. The research also suggested that 
18% of these inmates children are in the custody of the 
state, and have been placed into foster care. The ease of 
children to get caught up into this already overburdened 
system is discouraging to inmate parents for they know that 
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this step is often the first step to proceedings for 
termination of parental rights. 
From the perspective of role theory, the data suggest 
that mothers are being incarcerated and that they are 
attempting to maintain a relationship with their children 
while incarcerated. While the majority of the inmates had 
frequent contact with their children many did not, for 11 
(29%) of the inmates saw their children less than once every 
year or not at all. When we look at the ages of these 
children it can only be assumed that their separation from 
their mothers will have a great impact in their lives. 
While the majority of the inmates reported their 
children having transportation to visit them at the 
institution, most of the children lived over 201 miles from 
the prison. The efforts that the caregivers have to make to 
bring children to the institution, and to pay for collect 
calls can become a burden upon them. Such burdens may cause 
a weakening in the inmates support system over time. Which 
will intern interfere with the mother-child relationship. 
The majority of inmates participating in this study are 
serving 1 to 3 years, however the range in the sentences 
were from 3 months to life. Since all of the inmates 
reported that they plan to live with their children after 
their release it will be beneficial for them to maintain a 
positive relationship with their children while they are 
incarcerated. 
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Limitations of the Study 
Limitations of this study would include the 
convenience sampling technique used to select a population, 
in that all of the participants were involved in special 
service groups offered to help inmates to enhance their 
lives. A more representative sample that would have 
included all inmate-mothers with the institution would have 
been more beneficial. 
In measuring for the variables of depression and 
adjustment, inmates who are participating in programs for 
self enhancement, may have better coping skills than those 
who do not participate. Also inmates in parenting classes 
are often encouraged to maintain as much contact with their 
children as possible and may even be assisted in their 
efforts to do so. 
Another limitation in this study is that it only 
addressed the issue of mother-child contact in broad terms. 
This study did not include a generalized approach to the 
magnitude of the problem. In that it did not separate the 
different levels of custody and personal situations of the 
respondents and measure them according to contacts, 
depression, and adjustment. 
The sample size of only 38 inmates gives only a 
limited view of the situation. This study also only dealt 
with significant figures, and majorities by frequency and 
percentage. While the majority had frequent contact some 
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did not and also some showed signs of distress and suicidal 
ideations. The failure to evaluate these minority 
populations limited the studies possible indications and 
findings. 
Suggested Research Directions 
Future research studies in this area may include a 
more detailed approach to the issue of parenting from 
prison. Inmate-mothers are in a position that creates 
strain on their family structure and their role in the 
family system. The issue of role strain may be examined to 
determine the coping and adapting techniques that these 
mothers are able to utilize to modify their position within 
the parental system. 
It would also be beneficial to look deeper into the 
issue of custody. Identify the caregivers and determine the 
issues that they are having to deal with as a result of the 
inmate-mothers incarceration. The level of support these 
caregivers are providing to the inmate-mothers in efforts to 
assist them in maintaining contact with their children, 
should be examined. 
Being able to recognize the strains and support 
systems in the lives of these inmate-mothers will help us to 
implement more effective intervention with this population. 
The effects of the separation, of inmate-mothers and 
their children, on the children might be examined to get a 
better understanding of the impact and importance of 
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maintaining contact between mother and child. This would 
also give direction for implementation of services in the 
communities to address the special needs of the children who 
have mothers in prison. 
The types of violations that these women are being 
sentenced for could be examined. Also the problems that 
often plague this population such as abuse, incest, and drug 
problems. This would give direction for implementing 
treatment programs within the institution to address 
victimization and abuse issues present in these inmates 
lives. 
CHAPTER VI 
IMPLICATIONS FOR SOCIAL WORK PRACTICE 
This research has brought increased attention to the 
issue of parenting from prison. The research had indicated 
that an estimated 74% to 80% of incarcerated females are 
also mothers to 2.5 dependent children. As reported in this 
research the majority of these women lived with their 
children prior to their incarceration and plan to live with 
their children upon their release. This indication alone 
calls for intervention with the inmate mothers to prepare 
them for their return home. 
With the majority of the females participating in the 
study being African American and single parents, social 
workers will need to address the many issues that are 
presented by this group. There is a need to address the 
underlying issues that may have lead these inmates to 
criminal behavior. Being that the majority of the inmates 
are incarcerated for the first time is an indication that 
with effective programs within the prison system, for these 
women that they may become empowered to take control of 
their lives. It could be assumed that a large proportion of 
these inmates are victims themselves. 
With the majority of these women having a high school 
diploma or GED, and having maintained a full-time job prior 
to their arrest, it would be beneficial to develop programs 
to enhance the skills they already have. There is a need 
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for social workers to advocate to legislators and the 
departments of correction for programs to provide survival 
skills to this population. Survival skills that will teach 
the women coping and adaptation technigues along with 
building or maintaining self-esteem and worth among these 
women. 
There is a need for social workers to look at the 
implications that incarceration has on these mothers. 
Incarceration in it self carries with it a stigma that 
suggest failure and abandonment. Inmate-mothers are 
challenged by the court system to maintain contact and a 
relationship with their children or face the possibility of 
having their rights terminated by the courts. Inmate 
mothers ability to maintain a positive relationship with 
their children is based upon their reliance on others. 
While the majority of the inmates reported having frequent 
contacts with their children and access to contacts by 
visits, telephone calls and letters, there are many inmates 
who are not so lucky. It is often the inmates who fall into 
the cracks of a system that get ignored. They are in the 
minority and therefore their needs are often not seen by 
those observing. 
It is through the assistance of family and other 
outside support that these inmates are able to maintain 
contact with their children. Social workers can assist this 
population by developing programs that help the inmates 
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maintain, establish or reestablish a relationship with 
children and families. Programs such as Project REACH have 
already been implemented to deal with such an issue. The 
program is voluntary, it requires the inmates to maintain 
good behavior and in returns it gives to the inmates a 
positive environment to interact with their children during 
visitation, and it advises the inmates of the importance of 
maintaining contact with their children while incarcerated. 
The program also teaches parenting techniques to the inmate 
mothers and knowledge about child development. 
The assumption that inmates participation in such a 
program had a positive impact indicates that there is a need 
for other institutions to implement similar programs for 
inmate-mothers. The research has indicated that the 
mothering role is important to inmate-mothers, and that many 
of them feel that their contacts are not frequent enough 
with their children. There is a need for social workers to 
solicit assistance from outside agencies to help inmates 
that lack the resources and family support to maintain a 
relationship with their children, by providing assistance to 
the children's caretakers for transportation to the prison. 
When a woman enters a prison pregnant she is usually 
separated from her newborn within 24 hours. The majority of 
the female institutions do not allow inmates to keep their 
newborns with them after their birth. There is a need for 
social workers to advocate for the importance of mother 
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child bonding right after the child's birth. Programs 
within the institution will also need to address the issue 
of postpartum depression, that is likely to occur within 
this population of pregnant female inmates. Based on this 
study and others the majority of the inmate-mothers have 
children under the age of 1 year. There may be a need for 
social workers to advocate for transitional centers for 
these mothers and their children. Such a center will allow 
the parents to establish a bond with their young children. 
Social workers may be able to implement programs to 
assist the caregivers of these children, the majority of 
whom are the inmates parents. Inmate-mothers are forced to 
trust the care, nurturing and rearing of their child to 
others. With the majority of the inmates having very young 
children, there is often a concern as to whether or not the 
child will grow attached to the caretakers and forget their 
mothers. 
These inmates are apart of the correctional system. 
They are serving time for violating laws that have been 
established to guide behavior. Society has traditionally 
looked upon criminals in a totally negative light and has 
begun to return to getting tougher on crime. It will be 
important for social workers to stay in the forefront of 
such changes to help assure that the special needs of 





LETTER REQUESTING PERMISSION TO CONDUCT STUDY 
February 14, 1996 
Georgia Department of Corrections 
Two Martin Luther King, Jr. Suite 854 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
Dear Research Review Committee: 
I am a graduate student at Clark-Atlanta University, 
School of Social Work, in Atlanta, Georgia. Part of my 
requirement for graduation is the completion of an approved 
research study. The title of my research study is "The 
Relationship Between Mother-Child Contact During 
Incarceration and Mothers Level of Depression." 
I am requesting your permission to conduct my 
research study at the Metro Correctional Institution, in 
Atlanta, Georgia, where I am currently an intern working in 
the Project REACH program. I request to use the inmates 
participating in the Project REACH parenting programs as my 
sample population. 
I assure you the confidentiality of the inmates will 
be protected as no identifying information will be collected 
for the study. The inmates will be advised that their 
participation is voluntary and that they will not receive 
any monetary benefits or special privileges for 
participating in the study. The data collection method will 
be a self administered questionnaire that will take 
approximately 20 minutes to complete. 
I will be responsible for administering the 
questionnaire to the groups. There should be no disruption 
to the facility/operations during the study. A copy of the 
study will be available to you upon completion. 
Please respond to this request as soon as possible. 
I would like to conduct the study between February 21st and 
March 6th of 1996. If you have any questions please contact 
me at (home) 404-525-1518 or at Metro Correctional 
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Institution at 404-624-2200, Monday through Wednesday. My 
thesis advisor at Clark Atlanta University, School of Social 
Work, is Professor Naomi T. Ward, and she can be reached at 
404-880-6404. 
Thank you, 
Valerie M. Greer 
Graduate Student 




LETTER GRANTING APPROVAL TO CONDUCT STUDY 
Wendy Thompson, Warden 
METRO Correctional Institution 
1308 Constitution Road 
Atlanta, Georgia 30316 
Dear Review Committee, 
I have reviewed this proposal and would like to give my 
support to Fran Standifer, Valerie Greer, and Naomi T. Ward to 
initiate this study. I think the results of this study will be 
helpful to officers, counselors, and staff in effectively working 
with the incarcerated mothers and in assisting them in making a 
positive adjustment to prison life. In addition, the results will 
provide valuable information to Project REACH in the development of 
treatment programs to assist incarcerated mothers effectively cope 




My name is Valerie Greer and I am a graduate student 
at Clark Atlanta University, School of Social Work. I am 
conducting a study on inmate-mothers and whether there is a 
relationship between the amount of contact they have with 
their children and their general feelings while 
incarcerated. If you have a child under the age of 18, 
please complete this questionnaire. Your participation is 
voluntary. Your answers are confidential and no identifying 
data will be used. Answers to questions will be compiled in 
an aggregate, i.e., grouped. Your cooperation and 
participation in filling out this questionnaire will be 
appreciated. All answers and results are confidential and 
used for study purposes only. Numbers are assigned to each 
questionnaire for the researchers purpose in analyzing the 
data. 
If participating in this study causes you any 
problems, such as anxiety about the separation from your 
children, please advise the researcher. The researcher will 
refer you to the counseling staff at METRO Corrections, who 
will talk with you. 
Please do not put your name or identification number 
on the questionnaire. 
PART I. BACKGROUND/DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION: Please respond 
to the following items by writing in or circling your 
answer. 
1. What is your age?  years 
2. What is your marital status? 
1. Single (never married) 




What is the highest level of education you completed? 
1. Less than High School graduate/no GED 
2. High School graduate or GED 
3. Some college or technical school 
4. College or technical school graduate 
5. Beyond college, Graduate school, PHD 
3. 
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4. What was your primary source of income prior to your 
incarceration? 
1. Full time employment (30 hours or more per week) 
2. Part-time employment (less than 30 hours a week) 
3. Public Assistance (AFDC, Social Security Benefits, 
SSI) 
4. Child Support 
5. Homemaker (Husband supported household) 
6. Other. Explain  
7. No income 
5. How much time are you currently sentenced to 
serve?  months/years. 
6. How many prior incarcerations have you had? 
1. This is the first incarceration 
2. One (1) 
3. Two (2) 
4. Three (3) or more 
PART II: CHILDREN AND CUSTODY SITUATION INFORMATION: Please 
respond to the following items by circling or writing in 
your answer. 
1. How many children do you have? 
2. How many children do you have under the age of 18? 
3. What is the age of your youngest child? 
4. Who is the primary caretaker for your youngest child? 
1. Child's father 
2. Your parent (s) 
3. The child's fathers' parent (s) 
4. Another relative 
5. A friend 
6. Foster care 
7. Other Explain 
5. If you have more than one child, under the age of 18, do 
they all live together? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. I only have one child under the age of 18 






7. About how many miles do your children stay from the 
institution? 
1. 20 or less 
2. Between 21 and 40 
3. Between 41 and 60 
4. Between 61 and 80 
5. Between 80 and 100 
6. Between 101 and 200 
7. Over 201 miles 




3. Some of them lived with me 




10. Do you currently have Legal Custody of your children? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Some of them, but not all 
PART III. CONTACT WITH CHILDREN: Please respond to the 
following by circling your answer. 
1. When was the last time you saw your children? 
1. Less than (2) weeks ago 
2. Between (2) weeks to (1) month ago 
3. Between (1) and (2) months ago 
4. Between (2) and (4) months ago 
5. Between (4) and (6) months ago 
6. Between (6) months to (1) year ago 
7. Between (1) and (2) years ago 
8. More than (2) years ago 
2. How often do you get visits from your children? 
1. At least twice (2) per month 
2. At least once (1) per month 
3. At least once (1) every two (2) months 
4. At least once (1) every six (6) months 
5. At least once (1) per year 
6. At least once (1) every two (2) years 
7. Less than every two (2) years, but have gotten a 
visit 
No visits 8. 
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3. Do your children have transportation to the prison? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
4. How often do you talk to your children over the telephone? 
1. At least weekly 
2. Once (1) every two (2) weeks 
3 . Once (1) per month 
4. At least once (1) every six (6) months 
5. Once (1) per year 
6. Once (1) every two (2) years 
7. Less than every two (2) years, but have talked with 
children on the telephone since incarcerated 
8. No telephone contacts 
5. Are you allowed to call your children's caretaker collect 
from the institution? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
6. How often do you write to your children? 
1. Once (1) per week 
2. Once (1) per month 
3. Once (1) every two (2) months 
4. At least once (1) every six (6) months 
5. Once (1) per year 
6. Less than once (1) per year, but I do write sometimes 
7. Never write 
7. How often do you receive letters from your children? 
1. Once (1) per week 
2. Once (1) per month 
3. Once (1) every two (2) months 
4. Once (1) every six (6) months 
5. Once (1) per year 
6. Less than (1) per year, but have received a letter 
before 
7. No letters received 




PART IV. ADJUSTMENT QUESTIONS: 




Are you currently taking any anti-depressant medication? 
1. Yes 
2. No 





1. When was your last DR (Disciplinary Report)? 
1. Within the last two (2) weeks 
2. Within the last month 
3. Within the last ninety (90) days 
4. More that ninety (90) days ago 
5. Never had any DRs 
2. Do you get along with your roommate (s)? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Are you content with your detail in the institution? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Not assigned to a detail 
4. Are you a Project REACH member? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
Why are you taking this Parenting class? 
1. Voluntary participation 
2. Mandatory participation 
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C. GENERALIZED CONTENTMENT SCALE (GCS) 
This questionnaire is designed to measure the way you feel 
about your life and surroundings. It is not a test, so 
there are no right or wrong answers. Answer each item as 
carefully and as accurately as you can by placing a number 
beside each one as follows. 
Answer Key: 
1 = None of the time 
2 = Very rarely 
3 = A little of the time 
4 = Some of the time 
5 = A good part of the time 
6 = Most of the time 
7 = All of the time 
I feel powerless to do anything about my life. 
I feel blue. 
I think about ending my life. 
I have crying spells. 
It is easy for me to enjoy myself. 
I have a hard time getting started on things that 
I need to do. 
I get very depressed. 
I feel there is always someone I can depend on 
when things get tough. 
I feel that the future looks bright for me. 
I feel downhearted. 
I feel that I am needed. 
I feel that I am appreciated by others. 
I enjoy being active and busy. 
I feel that others would be better off without me. 
I enjoy being with other people. 
I feel that it is easy for me to make decisions. 
I feel downtrodden 
I feel terribly lonely. 
I get upset easily. 
I feel that nobody really cares about me. 
I have a full life. 
I feel that nobody really cares about me. 
I have a great deal of fun. 
I feel great in the morning. 
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